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I. NTRODUCTION

The structure of exotic nuclei, ie., nucki w ith extrem e isogoin values, is one of the
m ost exciting challenges in low -energy nuclkar physics today. D etailed theoretical studies
of exotic nuclki, when confronted w ith experim ents, w ill yield in portant infom ation about
the interaction between nuckons in the nucleus and the validiy of our m odels for the
structure of nucki. In addition, the study of exotic nuclki is essential to m any findam ental
issues in physics today; in particular, the weak interaction and nuclar astrophysics. For
exam ple, it isbelieved that m any ofthe heavy elem ents in the universe are produced by the
radiative capture of neutrons (rprocess) ] or protons (go-process) E] on unstable nuclei.
T he com petition between beta decay and particke capture traces out a path that synthesizes
the known elem ents. The details of this path, and, hence, the abundance of the elam ents
produced, depends on the tem perature of the site, aswell as explicit nuclear properties such
as binding energies, kevel densities, soectroscopic factors, and beta-decay lifetim es.

An additionalnew feature ofproton-rich nuclkithatw illbe explored in the next few years
is the possibility of a new decay m ode known as diproton em ission. Because of the pairing
Interaction, a nuclkeusw ith an even num ber ofprotons (Z ;N ) isgenerally m ore tightly bound
than a (@ 1;N ) nuckus, but, because of the symm etry energy and Coulomb repulsion,
it m ay be unbound reltive to the (@ 2;N ) system . The number of candidates for the
observation of this decay m ode, however, is sharply lin ited by the twoproton separation
energy. This is in part due to the fact that * em ission is a com peting decay m echanism ,
and, because of the Jarge C oulom b energy di erence betw een the parent and daughter nuclki,
the beta-decay lifetin es are of the order 1-100 m s. In addition, a further constraint on the
cbservation of djproton em ission can be In posed by the experin ental apparatus, since, In
m any experin ents, the parent nucleus must live Jong enough to be identi ed. Generally
goeaking, these two practical constraints lim it the observable lifetin e for djproton decay to
108 103 s. On the other hand, the decay rate for diproton em ission is determ ined by

the probability to penetrate through the Coulom b barrer, which, In tum, is exponentially



dependent on the twoproton ssparation energy. A s will be shown here, the number of
candidates for which the observation of diproton decay is practical, is lin ited to nuclkiw ih
tw o-proton ssparation energies between 09 and 14 M &V.

O ne of the principalm otivations for the construction of radioactive beam facilities is to
study the properties of nuclei near the lim its of stability. Very few nuclei near the proton
drip-line have been identi ed, and the heaviest and m ost proton—rich nuclkus observed to
date is *Ni [J]. Even more di cult than the identi cation of an exotic nuclus is the
m easuram ent of tsm ass, and, at present, predictions regarding the r—and rpprocess, m ust
rely on theoretical estin ates for nuclear binding energies.

Several m ethods have been used to cbtain theoretical estim ates for absolite binding
energies. O ne is the liquid-drop form ula and associated variants, such as the m icroscopic—
m acrosoopic approach [[f1. In general, these m odels are determ ined by  tting a set of liquid—
drop param eters while ncliding e ects due to pairing and shell corrections to experin ental
data over a w ide range of nuclki, and have been found to reproduce known nuclear m asses
at the Jevel of approxin ately 800 keV (see forexam ple Ref. B]). A though the m icroscopic—
m acroscopic approach gives a good global description of nuclkar binding energies and is the
m ethod of choice for heavy nuclei where detailed m icroscopic calculations are not feasbl,
there are notable discrepancies between experinm ental and calculated binding energies w ith
neutron num ber between 20 and 40, as is illustrated in Fig. 1 of Ref. [{].

For lighter nuclki, however, m ore accurate binding energies can be achieved using the
nuclear shell m odel, since, In m any cases, it is necessary only to com pute the Coulomb
energy di erence between m irror nucki [@{f]. In this paper, Coulomb energy di erences
are com puted for m irror nucki In the fp shell for 46 A 70. By then making use
of experin ental data for the neutron-rich m embers tabulated in Ref. §], absolute binding
energies are predicted w ith an estin ated accuracy at the levelof 50 200 keV . W ih these
binding energies, tw oproton separation energies are com puted and rough estin ates for the
lifetin es for diproton decay arem ade. G iven the practical constraints on the decay hal ives

m entioned above, it is found that the best candidates for the experin ental cbservation of



correlated two-proton em ission are °Fe, 8N j, and *3Se.

This paper is organized into ve sections. In Section [, the system atics of Coulomb
energy di erences between analog nucki are discussed, while in Section [ a sheltm odel
description of these energy shifts is presented. C andidates for the exotic decay m ode known
as diproton em ission are presented and analyzed in Section [[V], and concluding rem arks are

collected in Section [].

II.SYSTEM ATICS OF COULOMB ENERGY DIFFERENCES

Ifthe nuckar H am iltonian is com posed ofonly one-and two-body parts, quite generally,
it m ay be ssparated into three com ponents. The dom inant part, which is also responsible
for m ost of the nuckar binding energy, is due to the strong Interaction and is isoscalar in
nature. The other two com ponents are due to both the Coulomb Interaction and charge
non-sym m etric parts of the nuckon-nuclkon interaction, and are isovector and isotensor in
character. If the isovector and isotensor com ponents are weak relative to the isoscalar com —
ponent, then the binding energies for the m em bers of an isospin m ultiplet m ay be cbtained

w ithin the context of the isobaric m assm ultiplet equation (IMM E) @{]
BE @;T;T,;1)= a®@;T;1)+ b@;T;)T, + c@;T;)T7; @)

whereT and T, = (Z N )=2 denote the isogoin and its third com ponent for the m em bers
of the isospin multplkt, Z,N ,and A = Z + N are the number of protons, neutrons, and
nuckons, respectively. The labeliin Eq. {l]) represents all other quantum num bers needed
to denote the state, such as angular m om entum , state number, etc. The coe cients a, b,
and ¢ separately depend on the isoscalar [[3], isovector, and isotensor com ponents of the
nuclkar H am iltonian, respectively.

In shellm odel calculations, the isoscalar part of the nuclear Ham iltonian is usually de—
term ined em pirdcally by tting to experim ental binding energies and levels that have had

the Coulomb energy subtracted o 1in an average way (c.f. [[4{[[g])). The predictive power



ofthese e ective H am iltonians is Indicated by the m s deviation between experin entaldata
and calculated binding energies, and, to date, the best em pirically determ ined H am iltonian
is that due to W ildenthal [[4] for use in the 0ds—,, 0ds—,, and 1s;_, orbitals, where the m s
deviation between theory and experim ent is of the order 200 keV . For the m ost part, this
Interaction m ay be thought of as Indicative of the best accuracy that m ay be achieved w ithin
the fram ework of the nuclar shellm odel. For other m odel spaces, such as the fp-shell de-
ned by the 0f,,, 0fs—,, 1ps-,, and 1p;-, orbitals), the e ective shellkm odel H am iltonian is
less well detem ined and the deviation between theory and experin ent is som ew hat larger
and is of the order 300 keV [L§]. W ith this in m ind, we m ust conclude that any attem pt to
com pute absolute binding energies from  rst principles in the shellm odelwould include an
uncertainty of at least 200300 keV in the a coe cient ofEq. (I}.
From Eq. {{), the binding energy di erence between iosoaric analogswith T, = T is

given by
BE A;T;T,=T;i) BE @Q;T;T,= T;i)=2b@A;T;)T: @)

T herefore, the m ost accurate way to predict absolute binding energies for proton—rich nuclki
whose analog has an experim entally m easured m ass is to com pute the bcoe cient for the
multiplet (or the Coulomb energy di erence) and add 26T to the experin ental binding
energy, BE xp A;T;T, = T;1), of the neutron—rich analog. T he overall uncertainty in the
predicted binding energy is then of the order

q
BE B;T;T,=T;)= @ BTP+ BEw ®;T;T,= T;1)%; 3)

where b is the uncertainty in the b-coe cient and BE o, A;T;T, = T;1i) is the uncer-
tainty In the experim ental binding energy. In m any cases, i is possble to estin ate the
b-coe cient w ith an uncertainty ofthe order 3040 keV  [[7], and, therefore, i m ay be possi-
bl to predict the binding energies of extrem e proton-rich nuclei at the level of 100200 keV .

In Refs. [§{], the procedure outlined above was used to predict the absolute binding

energies of nuckiwih 36 A 55. Those three works approached Eq. {3) using slightly



di erent m ethods, but w ith about the sam e level of accuracy, as is lndicated by the overall
agream ent between them . In Ref. ], Eq. ) was evaluated using shellm odel calculations
for the pure 0f,_,—<hell nucki and a weak ocoupling approxin ation for those nuclki that
goanned both the 0d;-, and 0f;-, orbis. In Ref. ﬂ], all the Coulomb energy di erences
were evaluated within the fram ework of the shell m odel using the 0ds-, and 0f,-, orbits
and an em pirical isospin-nonconserving (INC) interaction E]. Finall, In Ref. ], Eqg. E)
was evaluated using a m ethod based on a param eterization of the Coulomb digolacem ent
energies [[§]. T he overall success of these works, and agreem ent between them , is essentially
due to their em pirical foundations. In each, a set of param eters was t to experin ental
data, and the m odels w ere then extrapolated to predict the m asses ofunknown nuclei. This
work is an extension ofRef. []] in which absolute binding energies of proton-rich nuclkiw ith
46 A 70 are predicted by com puting the Coulom b displacam ents w ithin the fram ew ork
of the nuclkear shellm odel.

Before continuing w ith the details and the results of the sheltm odel calculations, it is n—
structive to exam ine the system atic behavior ofthe C oulom b displacam ent energies. Indeed,
one of the reasons for the success of the three di erent m ethods is the sm ooth behavior as
a function of nuclon number A exhibited by experin ental b-coe cients. In addition, fora
given m ass num ber, the b-coe cients are essentially constant to w ithin 100 keV or so, as can
be seen from Tables 3-7 in Ref. [I7]. Thisbehavior is easily understood from the liquid-drop

m odel, where the Coulomb energy of a sphere of radiusR = 1A= with charge Z e is given

by
I 3 Ze)? @
© 5 R
The Coulomb energy di erence between analog nuclei is then
E.--Sp? @ zy1--Sag W) ©)
¢ 5R 5R
3¢? 3& .,
= 2= 2AT = —ZAZ3QT); (6)
5R 5]:0

where A = Z + N and the isospin isdened by T = ¥ N F2. Hence, by com paring



Egs. 3) and (§), it is seen that the bcoe cient is expected to increase asA 3.

For a com parison with experim ental bcoe cients, we tum to the m ore sophisticated
liquid-drop param eterization of Ref. [§]. Here the form of the \Coulomb" energy will be
outlined, and the Coulomb energy di erence between analog nuclkiw ill be evaluated using
the param eters de ned in Ref. f§]. Th m acroscopic m odels, the \C oulomb" contrbution to
the binding energy is [{]

72 4-3 72
Bs C4A1=3 + f(kfrp)x oW Z); (7)

Ecour= G31s

where ¢ = 3e?=5r; and ¢ = 5=4 (3=2 )?3c . The rsttwo tem s n Eq. () are the direct
and exchange C oulom b energies, the third is the proton-form factor correction, and the last
is the chargeasymm etry energy. The factor B3 is the shape-dependent relative Coulomb

energy, w hich, to lrading order for a spherical shape, is given by

L_, 5,75 105
o1 2, 2 105
v:  8y; 8yg

@)
with yo = (p=agen)A'™ 1:657A3. The proton form factor f is dependent on the Fem i
wave number kr = (9 Z=4A)'" (1=r;) and the proton m s radius r, = 08 fn (see Eq. (8)
ofRef. {@)), and for nuckiw ith A 50 and Z A =2 m ay be accurately approxin ated by
f= 0214Me&V.Usngry = 116 fm and ¢ = 0145 M &V from Ref. E], the bcoe cient

derived from the Coulom b-energy di erence between analog nuclei is
bp = 0:7448A°° 1882+ 15352 ' 0:77828A ' 1M ev : )

Shown In Fig.[] is a comparison between Eq. (§) (s0lid line) and experim ental b-
coe cients (solid squares). The experin ental data com prise 116 booe cients, and were
taken from Tables 3-7 in Ref. [[']] and the known ground-state analogm ass di erences tabu-
lated nRef. Q1 forA  59. In the gure, alltheb-coe cients fora given m ass num ber were
averaged together, and error bar re ects both the standard deviation and the experim ental
uncertainties. G enerally soeaking, fora given A , thebcoe cients are roughly constant, w ith

the m ean standard deviation being 61 keV . From the m icroscopic point of view , deviations



from constancy can be expected for two reasons. First, in som e cases sihgle-particke orbis
from di erentm a proscillator shellscom e nto play,asin 15 A 17, and second, near the
lin its of stability, the singleparticle orbis are nearly unbound, and the Thom asE rhm an
shift [[9,2Q] needs to be acoounted for (see Section [) .

From Fig.[], i is evident that the experin ental bcoe cients exhibit a globalA * be-
havior. O n the other hand, Eq. E) tends to underestin ate the b-ocoe cients forA < 40, and
the m sdeviation w ith the data is138 keV .W ithin the context ofa globalparam eterization,
a slight in provem ent on Eq. {3) can be obtained by tting to the experin ental data, and

an m s deviation of 102 keV is achieved w ith
b= [D:I710A%2 0:946]M &V ; 10)

which is also represented in F ig. [l by the dashed line. For the m ost part, Eq. {IJ) lads to
globaldescription ofthe C oulom b energy di erences between analog nuclkiw ith an accuracy
oftheorder100% N jkeV .To In prove upon this, it isnecessary to account for localnuckar

structure via a m icroscopic m odel, which is the topic of the next section.

IIT.SHELL-MODEL CALCULATIONSOF COULOM B ENERGY DIFFERENCES

In this section, the procedure for com puting the C oulomb energy di erence between ana-
lognuckeiw ithin the fram ew ork ofthe shellm odelisoutlined. In R ef. [[7], em pirical isovector
and isotensor, or isosgpin-nonconserving (INC), H am iltonians were detem ined for ssveral
shellm odel spaces by constraining them to reproduce experin ental b- and cooe cients.
The prin ary com ponents of the em pirical Interactions were the Coulomb Interaction and
tw obody isovector and isotensor Interactions. In general, the em pirical twobody isovector
interaction was rather weak, whilk the isotensor interaction was found to to be consistent
w ith the di erences cbserved in the proton-proton and proton-neutron scattering lengths.
T he deviations between theoretical and experin ental b and ¢ coe cients were of the order

0f 30 keV and 15 keV , respectively.



In this work, proton-rich nuclei In the m ass range 46 A 70 are nvestigated. For
allbut two cases (the T = 1=2, A = 69 isodoubkt and the T = 1, A = 70 isotriplet), the
binding energy of the neutron-rich analog has been m easured and is tabulated in Ref. [gI.
The shelltm odel calulations were perform ed using the shelkm odel code OXBASH P11 in
proton-neutron form alisn using the con guration space de ned by the 0f,-,, 0fs—y, 1ps-s,
and 1p;_, orbitals (the fp shell) and the FPD 6 H am iltonian given In Ref. E]. Here, instead
of com puting the b-coe cients, the \Coulomb" energy di erences between analogs were
com puted directly by adding the INC interaction to the FPD 6 Ham iltonian. Due to the
large dim ensions present, som e truncations on the m odel space were found to be necessary.
For A 59, all con gurations contained w ithin the 0f,-, and lps., orbis were Included,
and the truncations were based on the num ber of particles pem itted to be excited out of
the 0f;—; and 1ps-, orbits nto the 0fs_, and 1p;—, orbits. G enerally, this ranged from two to
four particles so that the total dim ensions W ith good angular m om entum ) were less than
14,000. ForA > 60, the 0f,_, orbit was taken to be a closed core, and the 0fs_,, 1ps—,, and
1p1-, sihgleparticle energies of the FPD 6 interaction were m odi ed so as to reproduce the
kvels of °'N i under this assum ption. For the m ost part, it was Hund that the Coulomb
energy shifts were not particularly sensitive to the applied truncations, and in a few cases
where the e ects of the truncations were tested, di erences of only a few keV were found.
T herefore, the applied m odelspace truncations are not expected to provide a signi cant
contribution to the uncertainty in the com puted binding energies.

The INC Interaction used here consists ofa Coulom b plus charge-dependent (isotensor)
interaction, and is descrbed in detail in Ref. [L7]. An in portant param eter for this interac—
tion is the oscillator frequency, h! , since the Coulom b com ponents are scaled as a function

of A by the factor 7]

n

. #1-2
S@A)= h! @) ; 11)
11:096 !

Generally, h! is chosen to reproduce experin ental m s charge radii, and form any nuclki it

can be accurately param eterized by



h! @)= 45a = 25A = Mev: 12)

Tt is In portant to note, how ever, that forA 45,Eq9. ) underestin atesh! asoom pared to
values derived from experin ental charge radii. Indeed, in Ref. [[]] the value 0o£10222 M eV
was used or A = 53 as opposed to the value of 10208 M &V implied by Eq. {J). In
addition, the fo-shell INC interaction was re t in Ref. ], where it was found that better
overall agreem ent betw een theoretical and experin entalC oulom b energy shiftswas obtained
using oscillator frequencies derived from the m s charge radii of H artreeFock calculations
using the SkymmeM  interaction. These values ofh! are tabulated in Tabk [}, and are used
In the present work.

In Refs. [[7R3], the tted INC interactions were ablk to reproduce the experin ental
booe cients for foshell nucki wih an m s deviation of approxin ately 33 keV . H owever,
the m ost di cul param eters to determ ine for the INC interaction are the Coulomb single-
particlke energies for the 0fs, and 1p_, orbits, as there is very little experim ental data
available that is sensitive to these quantities. In Ref. B3], these sihgle-particke energies were

t upon by m aking assum ptions regarding spin assignm ents for excited levels in °’Cu and
597Zn. In retrospect, these levels are probably not appropriate r determ ining param eters
for heavier nuclki because of uncertainties in soin assignm ents and the fact that the lev—
els com prising the assum ed doublet at 1.040 M eV in *’Cu R3] are unbound, and strong
Thom asEhm an shifts [[9R20J] may apply (see below). A lso, shellm odel calculations for
the J = 1=2 and 5=2 states in °°Zn indicate that these kvels are predom lantly 1p;_,
con gurations. On the other hand, the the beta-endpoint energies for both *Ga @] and
A s P4] are sensitive to the 0fs_, Coulomb singlepartick energy and were used to help  x
this param eter. In regards to the 1p;—, sihgleparticle energy, however, no data exists that
will de nitively set this param eter. For this reason, the value cbtained in Ref. B3], which
also happens to reproduce the b-ooe cients for the assumed 1=2 statesin A = 57 and 59,
isused.

Two additional concems that a ect this work are: (1) whether the fp-shell alone is

10



su cient to describe the nucleiin question, and (2) thee ect ofthe Thom asEhm an shift on
the Coulom b displacem ent energies near the drip line. A s a m easure of the appropriateness
of just the fpshell or the calculations, we exam Ine the the excitation energies of the rst
J= 2" statesin N = Z, even-even nuckiin the region 60 A  80. Shown in Tabk [T,
are the experin ental PJ2q] excitation energies of the these states in com parison w ith the
values obtained w ith the FPD 6 interaction (FPD 6m odi ed as Indicated above after closing
the 0f,-, oroit). O verall, there is good agreem ent between the caloulated and experin ental
values untilA = 76, where there is a sudden drop in the excitation energy, which is an
Indication of the onset of collective behavior that would necessitate the nclusion of orbits
from the next m a®pr shell, such as the 0gy_, orbit. G ven the results .n Tabk[D, the oshell
is su cient to describe the nucki studied in this work.

In general, Coulomb energies are com puted using ham onic oscillator, or som etin es
bound W oods-Saxon, sihgleparticle wave functions for the protons, w ith the length scale
chosen to reproduce experin ental m s charge radii. Near the drp line, however, this ap—
proxin ation can be nadequate. Because they are loosely bound, the proton singleparticle
wavefunctions are pushed out of the nuclear interior, and, as a consequence, the Coulomb
energy is reduced. This shift .n the Coulomb energy was st noted by Thomas [[] and
Ehm an R(]in theA = 13 system , and ism ost in portant for light nucleiw here the C oulomb
barrier, which acts to con ne the wave fiinction In the nuclar interior, is an aller, and for
orbitsw ith little or no centrifigalbarrier, eg., the s,-, oroitals. Thise ect iswell illustrated
by the sngleparticle states n A = 17, where the Coulomb digpplacem ent energy of the
J = 5=2" (the 0ds-, orbit) ground state is 3543 M €V, while the shift orthe J = 1=2°
state, which is a 1s,-, singleparticle state that is bound by only 107 keV, is 3168 M &V .
The in uence ofthe centrifigalbarrier is also apparent in these nuclki, asthe Coulomb shift
forthe J = 3=2 state (the 0ds-, spin-orbit partner of the ground state), which is unbound
by 45MeV, is 3561 M €V. On theoretical grounds, there are also selfconsistent calcula—
tions 7] that suggest that Thom asEhm an shifts for nucki near the drjp line m ay be as

large a few hundred keV . B ecause of the em pirical nature ofthe INC interaction, however, i
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isnot clearhow much ofthe Thom asEhm an e ect hasbeen absorbed into the interaction
by t. In addition, for nuclei near the drip-line, the estin ate of the theoretical uncertainty
is of the order of a 100250 keV, and the e ects of the Thom asEhm an shift are lkely to
lie within the quoted uncertainties for the absolute binding energy.

T he param eters for the INC interaction used in thiswork are: (0f,) = 7487 M &V,

(lp) = 7312M eV, 0f,)= 7337MeV, (p_)= 7240MeV,Sc = 1:006,S.’ = 09,
and S’ = 42 10 2. Lastly, because of the di culties associated w ith detem ining the
0fs—, and 1lps-; sihgle-particke energies, the uncertainties in the theoretical estin ates of the
booe cients fornuckiwih A > 60 are Increased from 33 keV to 45 keV .

Shown in Tablk [} are the results obtained for proton—rich nuckiwhose binding energies
are unknown in the mass region 46 A 69. The tabl lists the experin ental binding
energy of the neutron—rich analog, the predicted binding energy, one-and two-proton sspa-—
ration energies, as well as the Q -value for electron capture Qgc ). The ground-state spins
were taken from Ref. @] and are also listed in the table. W herever available, experim ental
binding energies tabulated in Ref. [J] were used In conjunction with theoretical values to
com pute Qg ¢ and the ssparation energies.

In addition to the nuclki listed in Tablk [0, predictions for the \Coulomb" energy di er-
ences forthethe T = 1=2, A = 69 isodoubkt and the T = 1, A = 70 isotrplet, for which
the binding energy of the neutron-rich m em ber has not yet been m easured experin entally,
are given In Tabk[IV]. The theoretical uncertainties for A = 70 include an uncertainty of
20 keV in the c coe cient ofEq. ({].

Shown In Fig.[d, is a com parison of the binding energies reported here w ith those from
three other theoretical studies. This com parison is illustrated by the di erence BE =
BE (thiswork) BE (ctherwork),which isplotted In the gureasa function ofm assnum ber,
w ith the ordering the sam e as in Tablk [[[}. The error bars plotted at BE = 0 represent
the theoretical uncertainty ofthe binding energies listed in Tabk[I. T he open circles show
the com parison w ith the previous shellkm odel calculations of O m and in Ref. E] @ 48),

the open triangles the com parison w ith the binding energies of Cok in Ref. ] @& 52),
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while the solid squares represent the com parison w ith the binding energies cbtained from
the uni ed m acroscopicm icroscopic m odelof M ollerand Nix ] 46 A 70). W hik the
results of Refs. [] ] are in agream ent w ith those reported here, those ofM oller and N i are
In severe disagreem ent for som e nucki. The origin ofthese di erences istwo fold. First, In
the M ollerN ix study, the C oulom b-energy di erence between analog nuclki is considerably
am aller than in thiswork. This is illustrated in Fig.[, where the b-coe cients for the nuclkei
listed in Table [ (open triangles) are plotted as a fiinction of A in com parison w ith those
derived from the M ollerN ix m asses (solid squares). In themass region 52 A 64 the
M ollerN ix bcoe cients are generally 100200 keV an aller than those determ ined here. In
addition, the M ollerN ix booe cients are also in disagreem ent experin ental trends, as is
evidenced by the *°Zn-*?Cu binding energy di erences, where the M ollerN ix b-coe cient is
9.683M &V ,which is200 keV an aller than the experim ental value 0£9.881 (40) M &V E]. The
second reason for the large disagreem ent in Fig.[§ can be attrbuted to poor reproduction
of the m ass of the neutron—rich analog nuckus. For example, the M ollerN ix °°Cu m ass
excess is 54.8 M €V, which is in considerable disagreem ent w ith the experin ental value of
-56.3515(17) M &V tabulated in Ref. JGl.

Also shown In Fig.[§ is a comparison between the theoretical b-coe cients and the
system atic trends expected from the liquid-drop m odelof Eq. (9) (solid line) and the t of
Eqg. @) (dashed line). For the m ost part, the shellm odel b-ooe cients derived from the
nuclei listed In Tabk [} are in good agreem ent w ith the tted param eterization ofEq. (L0),
although they tend to be som ewhat an aller than the system atic trend in the regionsA < 50
and A > 66. Note that forA < 50, this is a continuation of the trend for experim ental data
asisobserved in Fig.f] or40 A  50.

A s a further illustration ofthe system atic trend for the Coulom b energy shifts, we exam —
ine the hal ives for the Fem i transition between analog J = 0", T = 1l statestn N = 7,
odd-odd nuckiw ih A = 62, 66, and 70. The partialhalflife forthe decay from the parent

ground state to the i state in daughter nucleus is given by
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£ = K 13)
e GZ M o 1 F for i

whereK = 2 3(n2)h’=m3c!) and K=G2 = 6170 4 s Pg]. The statistical rate finction,
£,1 i, depends on the beta end-point energy and here i isevaluated using Eq. (10) ofRef. il.
ForapureFem itransition between T = 1 analog states, the transition m atrix elem entM , ;
is given byq2(l c¢),where . is a anall correction due to isogoin-symm etry breaking.
R ecent calculations @] Indicate that forthese nucki . isexpected to be ofthe order 1-2% ,
and for the purpose of com paring w ith experim entaldata, w illbe taken to be equalto 1.5% .
In general, G am ow -Teller transitions to excited statesm ay also take place, and would tend
to decrease the totalbeta-decay hal ife. H owever, not only are them atrix elem ents for these
transitionsmuch an aller than for the Fem i transition, but since they occur to states in the
daughter nuckus at a higher excitation energy, the statistical rate function is also much
an aller. Hence, to a good approxin ation, the beta decay ofthese nucleim ay be taken to be
pure Fem i. Listed in Tabk [V] are the predicted Q walues for electron capture aswell as a
com parison between the experim ental P4P2330] and predicted beta-decay hal ives. G iven
the fact that the statistical rate function strongly depends on the beta end-point energy (to
the fth power), the excellent agreem ent betw een the experin ental and predicted beta-decay
hal ives for all three nuclki is a good Indication that the overall system atic behavior of the
Coulom b energy di erences is well reproduced here.

This section is concluded with a discussion on ®°A s, which is inportant from an as—
trophysical point of view . Because of the long beta-decay hal ife for *Ge, if °As were
signi cantly proton unbound, **G e would then becom e a \waiting point” in the rpprocess
and would inhibit the production of heavier elem ents. If, however, the hal ife of ®As is
dom inated by beta decay, the rpprocess will proceed through °°A s prim arily by proton
capture to °°Se, although photodisintegration m ay begin to play an in portant rol if *°A s
is proton unbound 71.

From Tabk [, ®®As is und in this work to be unbound to proton em ission by

0428 (254) M &V, with m ost of the uncertainty due to the uncertainty in the binding en—
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ergy or *“Ge (0250 M &V ). 0 n the other hand, ®°A s has been cbserved experin entally (7]
with a beta-decay hal ife of 190"5° ms. From the fact that no protons were observed in
the stopping detector during this experin ent, i m ay be inferred that the partial hal ife
for proton em ission is signi cantly longer, and m ust be greater 1 s. The partial hal ife for
proton em ission m ay be estin ated using the W KB approxin ation, which isoutlined in som e
detail in the next section [see Eq. )], and, In particular for proton em ission, in Ref. @].
A shellm odel calculation w ithin the fp-shell assum Ing a closed 0f;-, oroit and the FPD 6

interaction yields 0.13 for the spectroscopic factor 2. Using the potential param eters of
Ref. B3], a partialhal ife for proton em ission longer than 1 s requires the one-proton sep-
aration energy to be greater than 023 M €V, which is In agreem ent w ith the value given
in Tablk [[. Because of the extrem e sensitivity on the separation energy, however, i m ay
never be possible to give a reasonabl prediction for the partialhal ife for proton em ission
w tthout explicitly m easuring the m asses for both *‘Ge and ®As. W ith the present uncer-
tainty 0of 0254 M €V, a range 0f 16 orders ofm agniude is found for the hal ife, ie., between
14 10! to16 10? s. On the other hand, supposing that the binding energy of *‘Ge
could be m easured to within a few keéV, a theoretical uncertainty of 50 k€V ram ains for
®A's, which for a separation energy of 02 M €V, Jeads to a range of nearly four orders of

m agnitude in the proton partialhal ife.

IV.IDENTIFICATION OF CANDIDATES FOR DIPROTON EM ISSION

In this section, the partial halflives for diproton em ission are exam ined, w ith the inten—
tion of dentifying candidates am enable to experim ental detection whike taking into account
theoretical uncertainties. A s was m entioned In the introduction, the range of cbservable
lifetin es for diproton em ission is lin ited by com peting decay m echanian s and experin en—
tal sstups. In general, all candidates for diproton am ission have large -endpoints, and, as
a consequence, the -decay hal ives are expected to be of the order 1-100 m s []]. Also, in

several experin ents, such as in Ref. [§], the nitial nucleus m ust live Jong enough to be iden-
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ti ed. In this case, the lim ing tin e is detem ined by the tin e-of- ight in the experim ental
apparatus. In general, these two conditions In pose a practical lim it on the cbservablk hal ife
or diproton em ission to be in the range 108 10 3 s.

In Refs. f[]], the diproton decay hal ives were estin ated using r-m atrix theory [4]
whilke taking the channel radius, Rg, to be 4 fm for all cases. In contrast, In Ref. @] the
hal ife for *8N i, was estin ated using the W entzelK ram ersB rillouin W K B) approxin ation.
Because of uncertainties associated w ith the choice ofthe channel radiis, the W KB approx—
in ation for the diproton decay hal ife will be used here. Follow ing Ref. R7], the W KB
expression for the partialdecay w idth is

h2 Z Yout
p = 2N4—exp 2 . drk (r)) ; (14)

where ? isthe spectroscopic factor or nding the diproton in the correlated L = 0 state,
isthe reduced m ass, ry, and r,,: are the classical inner and outer tuming points, respectively,

the nom alization factor N is detem Ined by

Z Z
Tin 1 r
N dr——— o dartk ) - = 1; (15)
0 k () 0 4

and Xk (r) is the wave num ber given by

S

k=

2 m (o) .
- Do V@3 (16)

In Eq. ({L4), the asym ptotic energy of the diproton is Qop = Syp, Vyp () is the average
diproton potential, and m (r)=m is the proton e ective mass. As in Ref. R7], Vop (X) is
approxin ated by 2V (r), where V; (r) is the selfconsistent proton potential for the

2;N ) nuckus obtained from a H artreeFodk or a H artree ¥ odk-B ogolitbov calculation. H ere,
the hal ives were com puted using H artreeFock potentials using a Skym e-type twobody
Interaction. It was found that the various Skym e Interactions give hal ives that are In
agreem ent to w ithin a factor of two, and the resuls reported here were obtained using the
SkymeM interaction. In addition, the hal ives com puted usihg Eq. {[4) were found to

be approxin ately an order of m agnitude shorter than those obtained using the r-m atrix
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representation with Ry = 4 fn (@as was used in Refs. [f]]). On the other hand, if the
channel radius is chosen to be equal to the classical inner tuming point, ry,, the r-m atrix
approach yields hal ives that are w thin a factor oftwo ofthe W KB m ethod.

T he spectroscopic factor, , can be evaluated w ithin the fram ework of the shellm odel.
For diproton am ission the spectroscopic factor can be estin ated using the cluster-overlap

approxin ation B3], nam ely

2=G?R=@ k)] h £jJ :if; a7)

where k, , and G? are param eters dependent on the m odel space and the am itted cluster,
and . isa twoproton cluster wave function in which the relative m otion of the particles is
govemed by the 0S state, and is cbtained by diagonalizing an SU 3 conserving interaction
w ithin the shelltm odel con guration space [B31.
O f all the quantities in Eq. {4), the diproton decay rate ism ost sensitive to the two-
proton separation energy S,,. Indeed, it was illustrated in Ref. []] that an uncertainty of
100 k&V in a separation energy of the order 500 k&V can lad to a range of nearly six
orders of m agnitude in the diproton decay hal ife. In contrast, the spectroscopic factors
are expected to be of the order 0.5-0.75 [], and shouldn’t lead to any m ore than an order
ofm agnitude decrease In the decay rate (increase in the hal ife). G iven that the theoretical
uncertainties in the ssparation energy for each of the diproton em itters considered in this
work are all greater than 175 keéV, an accurate estin ate of the spectroscopic factor is not
needed In order to cbtain an order-ofm agnitude estim ate of the diproton hal ife for the
purpose of identifying the best candidates for experim ental cbservation. Hence, the lifetin es
reported here are evaluated assum ing 2 = 1 with the understanding that they are probably
too short by a factor oftwo to four.
Listed in Tabk[V Jare thehal ives (t;, = hIn2= ,,) associated w ith diproton em ission
for all nuckei in Table that are predicted to be unstable to two-proton em ission whilke
being bound to proton em ission. A Iso, for the purpose of com parison, the hal ives for 8T j,

“SFe, and *®N igiven in Ref. []] are also listed in the tablk. G iven the practical lin itations on
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the hal ife for the experin ental cbservation ofthis decay m ode, thebest candidates are *°Fe,
48N 4, and ®*Se. O fthese three, perhaps the best is *°Fe sihce i is likely that it has already
been identi ed experinentally [{]. On the other hand, both *°Ge and ®'K r have hal ives

that are long enough to m ake them m arginal candidates for experin ental observation.

V.CONCLUSIONS

In this work, Coulomb energy di erences between m irror nuclki with 46 A 70
were com puted w ithin the fram ework of the nuclkar shellm odel using an e ective Coulomb
plus isotensor interaction. Absolute binding energies for proton-rich nuclki are predicted by
adding the Coulomb energy di erences to the experin ental binding energy of the neutron—
rich analog. W ih these binding energies, proton separation energies are com puted, and the
location of the proton drip-lne is delineated.

The com puted Coulomb energy di erences were also com pared w ith system atic trends
predicted by the liquid-drop m odeland a t to experin entalb-coe cients assum ing a A 273
dependence. It was found that the shellkm odel calculations were in good agreem ent w ith the
system atic trends, exoept orA 50 and A 66. A s a further test on the system atic trend
of the shellm odel Coulomb shifts, hal ires for the Fem i transitions .n odd-odd, N = Z
nuckiwih A = 62, 66, and 70 were com puted and found to be in excellent agreem ent w ith
experin entaldata. T he sheltm odelbinding energies predicted here w ere also com pared w ith
three previous works. W hile the results ofOm and []] only orA  48) and Colk B] (only
forA  52) are in good agreem ent w ith those reported here, those ofM ollerand N ix []are
not. Ik was found that the disagreem ent w ith the M ollerN ix m asses is due to di erences
in both the Coulomb energy shifts and the binding energy of the neutron—rich analog. For
the m ost part, the data presented in Fig.[] is the only data that is explicitly sensitive to
a param eterization of the Coulomb energy. G iven the in portance of analog sym m etry and
the overall success of the M M E, any global param eterization of binding energies should

Include a proper description of the Coulomb energy di erences. Towards this end, perhaps
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the best approach is to determ ine the param eters of a m icrosoopic-m acrosoopic m odel using
the neutron—rich binding energies, whilke xing the param eters ofthe C oulom b plus isovector
part so as to reproduce the Coulom b energy shiftsbetween m irror nuclki. Even in this Iim i,
however, i has to be noted that the systam atic param eterization is capable of reproducing
the experim entalb coe cients ofthe M M E only at the level of approxin ately 100 keV .

F inally, two-proton ssparation energieswere also com puted, and hal ives associated w ith
correlated diproton em ission were com puted using the W KB approxin ation. G iven practi-
caloonstraints on the hal ife for the observation ofthis decay m ode In posed by com petition
w ith beta decay and experin ental sstups, the best candidates for experin ental ocbservation

are predicted to be *°Fe, ®N i, and ®3Se.
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TABLE I. Valuesofh! used for fp-shell nuclei

TABLES

A h! Mev) A h! Mev)
40 10.603 60 10156
41 10.603 61 10.087
42 10.603 62 10.017
43 10.608 63 9.954
44 10.614 64 9.890
45 10.603 65 9.786
46 10592 66 9.681
47 10581 67 9589
48 10570 68 9496
49 10560 69 9.460
50 10550 70 9.424
51 10539 72 9331
52 10528 73 9.168
53 10507 74 9203
54 10.486 76 9.032
55 10470 77 9.100
56 10.454 78 8.923
57 10376 79 9.869
58 10298 80 8.816
59 10227
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TABLE II. Com parison between theoretical with FPD 6 and experin entalexcitation energies

hMev) ofthe rstJ = 2' state in even-even N = Z foshell nuclei

Ag E xpt. FPD6
0zn 1.0042 0.825
fGe 0.902° 0.700
*8se 0.854° 0.600
2K r 0.709° 0.707
Tesr 0261° 0.752
807y 0289 -
@from Ref. P§]

Pfrom ref. P41
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TABLE III. P redicted binding energies, one-and tw oproton separation energies (Sp and Sop,

respectively),

-decay end-point energies for proton rich nuclkiw ith 46

A 70. The absolute

binding energies w ere com puted w ith theoretical C oulom b energy shifts added onto the experin en—

talbinding energy for the neutron-rich analog, also listed in the table.

BE tny BE o™ Sp S2p Qrc
Az T, g M &V) A7 -analog M &V) M ev) M ev) M &V)
®Mn 2 4"  364.186(132) 46sc 396.610(1) 0.156(146) 3234(139) 17.007(134)
“Fe 3 0Y  350.144(198) “Cca 398.769(2) 1.408(224) 0328(215) 13260 (238)
“IMn 3/2 5/2  382326(99) T4 407.072(1) 0351(101) 5237(100) 12.020(100)
“"Fe 5/2 7/2  365.973(165) 4sc 407254@2) 1.787(11) 1.943(177) 15.571(192)
“iCo 7/2 7/2  348349(231) Yica 406.045@2) -1.795(304) -0.387(254) {
“®Mn 1 4" 397101 (66) 8y 413904(3) 1.973(68) 6.740(66) 13579 (66)
“®pe 2 0" 385.106(132) 4814 418.698(1) 2.780(165) 3.131(134) 11213(148)
®co 3 6" 365.153(198) “85c 415.487() -0.820(258) 0.967(238) {
N1 4 0" 348.854(264) Bca 415991 (4) 0505(351) -1290(330) 15.517(330)
YFe 3/2 7/2  399.802(99) v 425457(1) 2.701(119) 4.674(100) 12.963(102)
9Co 5/2 7/2 384184 (165) 911 426.841(1) -0.922(11) 1.858(192) {
Ni 7/2 7/2  365.830(231) 95c 425618(4) 0.677(304) -0143(284) 17.572(284)
9cu 9/2 3/2  344.413(97) “Cca 421138(4) -4.441(397) -3.936(376) {
Oco 2 6" 400.060(132) Oy 434790(1) 0258(165) 2.959(148) 16.585(145)
SONi 3 0" 385.693(198) 074 437.780(1) 1.509(258) 0.587(238) 13.585(238)
Ocu 4 5 362299(264) Osc 431.674(16) -3.531(351) -2.854(330) {
%zn 5 0"  340.823(330) Oca 427491(9) -3.590(444) -8.031(423) {
lco 3/2 7/2 417864 (99) Sler 444306(1) 0164(116) 4.317(102) 12.868(100)
SINi 5/2 7/2  401.684 (165) Sy 445841 (1) 1.624((11) 1.882(192) 15398(192)
Slcu 7/2 3/2  382472(231) Slri 444153(1) -3221(304) -1.712(284) {
2Co 1 6" 432912(66) 52M n 450.851(2) 1398(68) 6283(66) 14.003(67)
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52Ni
52CU.
SZZn
53Ni
53cu
5321’1
54Cu
5421’1
54Ga
55CU.
5521’1
55Ga
56cu
56Zn
56Ga
56Ge
57Zn
57Ga
57Ge
58Ga
58Ge
58AS
59Ga
59Ge
59AS
6OGa

6OGe

3/2
5/2

/2

3/2
5/2

7/2

3/2
5/2

/2

3/2
5/2

7/2

o
3+
ot

7/2

3/2

/2
3+
o
3+

3/2

5/2

3/2
4t
o
3+
ot

7/2

3/2

5/2
ot
ot
3+

3/2

/2

3/2
ot

O+

420478 (132)
399399 (198)
380.321 (264)
435,558 (99)
418.835 (165)
397.948 (231)
434 906 (132)
418.605 (198)
393.891 (264)
452.997 (99)
435,071 (165)
414 644 (231)
467.899 (66)
454 214 (132)
432 226 (198)
412 381 (264)
469.440 (99)
451 .874 (165)
430.634 (231)
468.039(132)
451 578 (198)
426 697 (266)
486.040 (99)
468.097 (165)
447 648 (231)
500.080 (66)

487127 (132)

5ZC r
52V
52T i
53M n
53C r
53V
54M n
54C r
54V
55]__7‘e
55M n
55C r
56C o
56]__7‘e
56M n
56C r
57C o
57Fe
57M n
58C o
58Fe
58M n
59N i
59c o
59]__7‘e
60c u

6ON i

456.345 (1)
453152 (1)
451.961 (7)
462.905 (2)
464 285 (2)
461 .631 (3)
471 .844 (2)
474,004 (1)
467.744 (15)
481.057 (1)
482.071 (1)
480250 (1)
486.906 (1)
492254 (1)
489315 (1)
488.507 (10)
498 282 (1)
499.885 (1)
497.992 (3)
506.855 (2)
509.945 (1)
504 480 (30)
515453 (1)
517308 (1)
516.526 (1)
519.933(3)

526.842 (1)
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2.614(165)
-2 285 (258)
—2.151(351)
2.646(119)
-1.643 (211)
-1.451 (304)
-0.652 (165)
-0.230(258)
—4.057(351)
-0.153(111)
0.165((211)
-3.961 (304)
0.552 (67)
1217(165)
-2.845 (258)
2263 (351)
1.541(119)
2340 (211)
-1.592 (304)
-1.401 (165)
-0.296 (258)
—3.937(352)
-0.920 (111)
0.058 (211)
-3.930 (304)
0.080 (77)

1.087(165)

2.778 (145)
-0.661 (238)
-5.372(330)
4.044 (100)
0.971 (192)
—3.736(284)
1.994 (148)
-1.873(238)
-5.508 (330)
3.701(101)
-0.487(192)
—4.191 (284)
5.166 (66)
1.064 (141)
—-2.680 (238)
-6.224 (330)
2.093(100)
-1.123(192)
-4 437 (284)
0.140(148)
—2.636(238)
-5.529(331)
1.357(100)
-1.343(192)
-4 226 (284)
2.971 (66)

0.167(141)

11.652 (148)
{

{

12.956 (101)

15519 (238)
{
13.568 (100)
17144 (192)
{
15307 (67)
12.903 (148)
{

{

14 461 (100)

15679 (238)
{

{
17.161(192)
{
14.130(67)

12171 (148)



6OAS
61Ga
61Ge
61AS
62Ge
62As
6ZSe
63Ge
63AS
63Se
64AS
64Se
65AS
6556
65Br
66Se
66Br
66Kr
67Se
67Br
67Kr
68Br
68Kr
68Rb
69Br
69Kr

70Rb

1/2
3/2

5/2

1/2
3/2

5/2

1/2
3/2

5/2

1/2
3/2

5/2

1/2

3/2

3/2
3/2
3/2
ot
1+
o
3/2
3/2
3/2
ot
o
3/2
3/2
1/2
ot
o
ot
5/2
1/2
1/2
3+
o
1+
3/2
5/2

4+

465.094 (198)
515179 (48)
501 .415(135)
484 381 (225)
517.720 (91)
499.816(180)
484 239 (270)
530.597(110)
516321 (135)
499.885 (225)
530.315(90)
517411 (180)
545,522 (46)
531.473(135)
514 580 (225)
548.091 (95)
529.780 (180)
514579 (270)
560.882 (110)
546 355 (135)
529.935 (225)
560.365 (135)
547 668 (180)
526.980 (270)
575.737 (54)
561.477(138)

559398 (187)

6OCO
6lZn
61cu
61Ni
6221’1
62cu
62Ni
63Ga
6BZn
63Cu
64Ga
64Zn
65Ge
65Ga
65Zn
66Ge
66Ga
6621’1
67AS
67Ge
67Ga
68AS
68Ge
68Ga
69Se
69AS

7OAS

524 800 (1)
525223 (16)
531.642(2)
534595 (1)
538.119(10)
540.529 (4)

545259 (1)

540.930 (100)

547232 (2)
551382 (1)
551.147 (4)
559.094 (2)
556.010 (10)
563.036 (2)
567.020 (2)
569290 (30)
572176 (3)

578133 (2)

571 .610 (100)

578398 (5)

583403 (2)

581.910 (100)

590.792 (6)
591.680 (2)
586.620 (30)
594 .180 (30)

603.520 (50)

-3.003 (258)
0.187 (49)
1.335(150)
—2.746 (261)
2.541(102)
-1.599 (225)
-0.142 (351)
2.431(113)
-1.399(163)
0.069 (288)
-0.282(142)
1.090 (225)
-0.428 (254)
1.158(162)
—2.831(288)
2.569(105)
-1.693 (225)
-0.001 (351)
1.922(125)
-1.736 (165)
0.155 (288)
-0517(174)
1.313(225)
—2.955(351)
-0.663(305)
0.075(193)

-1.042 (232)

—2.945 (238)
5307 (48)
1.415(141)

-1.659 (246)
2.728 (91)

-0.264(192)

-2.888(301)
5374 (111)
1.142(143)

-1.530 (262)
2.149(%4)

-0.309 (202)
4592 (110)
0.876(174)

-1.741 (262)
2141 (267)

-0.535(201)

—2.832(325)
4872 (110)
0.833(143)

-1.538 (262)
1.405(147)

-0.423 (204)

—2.800(325)
4.127(114)

-0.442(176)

-0.967 (230)

{
9262 (50)
12.982 (143)
{
9.664 (95)
{
14.795 (325)
9.551 (148)
{
15.654 (262)
14 853 (266)
12122 (201)
{
13267 (143)
{
10.087(112)
{

14 419 (325)
{

{
15.638 (262)
{
11.915 (225)
{

{

14 515 (148)

{
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TABLE IV. Predictions for the \Coulomb" energy di erence forthe T = 1=2, A = 69 and

T=1,A = 70 nuclei.

Zp 2z 1p J BE Mé&V)
698 n695e 3= -10.883 (45)
70k 7B ot -11 241 (50)
705 +70ga ot -10.801 (50)

TABLE V. Com parison between experin ental and predicted beta-decay hal ies for odd-odd,

N = Z Fem itransiions. T he predicted Q g ¢ -value is also given.

Zn Qrc Mev) tip () £ @s)
2Ga 9.191 (50) 115@) 1161 @2)2
®ns 9.592 (50) 94 2) 958 (2)°
By 10.019 (50) 76 (3) 791 8)°

® From Ref. P9].
P From Ref. P4].

°From Ref. BQ].
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TABLE VI. Halfdives for diproton em itter candidates. A Iso listed are the theoretical predic—

tions for the one-and two-proton separation energies

Az Sp MeV) Szp MeV) ti () & (o) G
Ref. [7]
3814 0.438 (164) 2.432(132) 9 101° 4 101° 2 1071
PFe -0.010(198) -1279(181) 10 © 10 8 10 4
8N 1 0502 (164) -1.137(210) 3 10° 10 ° 4
Thiswork

8N 1 0505 (351) -1.290 (330) 4 10° 5 10° 009
N1 0.677 (304) -0.143(284) 3 10%° 6 104 1
>>7n 0165 (211) -0.487(192) 5 10 2 10° 3 10%®°
Ge 0.058 (211) -1.343(192) 103 10 ° 03
&3se 0.069 (288) -1.530 (262) 6 10° 3 107 5 102
bise 1.090 (225) -0.309(202) 5 10* 6 10Y7 4 107
K r -0.001 (351) -2.832(325) 3 1012 2 10% 6 101
K r 0.55 (288) -1.538 (262) 2 10°3 10 ° 02
8K r 1313 (225) -0.423 (204) 3 10% 8 10'3 5 10%
®Kr 0.075(193) -0.442 (176) 2 10% 2 10 100
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FIGURES

FIG .1. D ependence of b-ooe cients as a function ofm ass number A . E xperin ental data are
represented by the solid squares, while the values from the liquid-drop form ula and the t Egs. @)

and (10)] are represented by the solid and dashed lines, respectively.

FIG.2. D1 erence between absolute binding energies listed in Table [ w ith those of M oller
and N ix [B] (solid squares), O m and [/], and C ol B] (open triangles). The errorbarsat BE = 0

denote the theoretical uncertainty of the binding energies listed In Table @

FIG . 3. D ependence of theoretical b-coe cients for nucki listed in Tablk II] (open trianglks)
as a function ofm ass num ber A . For com parison, the b-ooe cients derived from the unied m -
croscopici acroscopic m odel of M oller and N ix [B] are also shown (solid squares). T he system atic

behavior as expected from Egs. E) and @) are represented by the solid and dashed lines, respec—

tively.
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<b> (MeV)
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B Expt. data A <60
LD: Moller-Nix

— — fit: 0.710A%3-0.946

20 30 40 50 60



ABE (MeV)

SELEEEE
i L1 \/\-\. _
. / —=— Moller-Nix [5]
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I A Cole [8]
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<b> (MeV)

12

11

A theory:45<A<71
—— LD: Moller-Nix

— — fit: 0.710A%3-0.946
B Moller-Nix




